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“avidence" relevant to discussion of the hypothesis. The
methodological question has centered on the nature and significance
of national character or national soul. It is important to L
distinguish this from the organxzations ground-breaking work on I
national ideology. ‘
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The critical point is that all human beings share three levels|‘#4§
of consciousness, and the same forces in every society shape the |74}
relative dominance of one over the other, both in the individual and i
in the society. In every society, the forces of self-conscioulnesa;‘l,r
commitment to progress, and to a human view of human beings are e
associated with scientific work, with advancement of living ‘

standards, and with economic growth. In every society, the .
oligarchical world-outlook uses the peasant, rural idiocy to destroy

that progressive tendency and restore its bestial program for
humanity. This is basic to the method of the organization.

Completely opposite is the blood and soil doctrine of a L
national soul. This doctrine, expounded for the Soviet Union first [
(to my knowledge) by Arnold Toynbee, and lately by such Soviet
"experts" as Brian Crozier, insists on the contrary on the
fundanental, almost genetic tendency of the Russian national soul to
reject Western humanism and science in favor of Mother Russia.

The question at issue here is not whether such an ideology
exists in the Soviet Union -- it obviously does (and not just in the ;
Soviet Union, as is dramatically proved by our own analysis of the
"Christian" fundamentalist movement in the U.S. which uses that same|
blood and soil peasant ideology very effectively in the country most;?
committed to the idea of progress). The question is whether that |
ideology now controls the policy makers of the Soviet Union. The |
only in depth analysis of this guestion appeared in two EIR articles
(and the background reports to these articles) by Criton Zoakos .
(July 26 and September 27, 1983). These two articles merit careful
rereading because of the paucity of evidence they offer for the :i*
hypothesis of Third Rome control of Moscow. L

In the first of these (and the reporta and lectures preceding {':§
it by several months), the evidence is laid out in two pieces. The !
first documents guite convincingly the impact of Russian chauvanism
on Soviet culture. While the quotations offered from the Soviet
equivalent of Readers' Digest may be revolting, they hardly prove :
control of policy by this faction. And, in fact, the second part of;i .
the article in turn documents that the real control of-the Soviet. j“‘
Union, since the overthrow of Krushchev, has rested in the hands of
the military. This is also coavincingly shown, but totally undercuts
the attempt made to prove control by a Third Rome faction. R
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The article then goes on to document (again conv1nc1ng1y) that?
the ideology of this military faction is not Marxism-Leninism, but ;)
rather what the Soviets call "systems analysis."” The meaning of this:
term is obviously different for the Soviet military than the U,S.
McNamara school of systems analysis, as the most superficial _
analysis of the military doctrines of the two countries shows. In ..
fact, the Western version of systems analysis is inextricably wedded|;
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to Malthusianism (see Lyn's article on systems analysis for a
profound analysis of this connection). The Soviet doctrine by the
same name is clearly not =-- as the very military policy itself
shows. The policy of the Soviet military as evidenced by their
writings and deployments could not have been conceived of or
implemented by a Third Rome faction. To the extent that Nick
succeeds in proving that Soviet policy is today controlled by the
military following Sokolovskii's doctrine, he has methodologically
shown that the Soviet Union is not controlled by a Third Rome :
faction.
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The second of these two articles addresses the question from
the standpoint of the role of the Russian Orthodox Church in
influencing policy in the Soviet Union. As Nick stresses at several
points in the article, the critical piece of evidence in the case is
the role of the Russian Orthodox Church in shaping and forcing the
Soviet response to the Reagan beam weapon speech. As was indicated
above, the Soviet response was not a rejection, and from this fact |-
alone one is forced to the conclusion that the ROC cannot have K
controlled the policy (however much they may have argued for such a |
rejection).
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Internally interesting is the mistakes that Nick makes in
attempting to document the ROC's role in the Soviet decision on
Reagan's speech. He says: .

Patriarch Pimen was the first person of any authority in the
U.S.S.R. to denounce a policy which no one on earth knew to
exist as an active policy. ... With respect to the matter of
the Russian Orthodox Church's dominant position in current
policy making, ... the large piece [of evidence], which also is
the crucial experimental evidence for our case, is their
attitude towards President Reagan's offer for a laser-based
anti-missile defense program. It is not accidental that
Patriarch Pimen was the first to denouse the President's offer :
a full eight months before the President publicly announced it.

In fact, Pimen was echoing a policy statement released by the¢'
Vatican Pontifical Academy drafted between March and June of 1982,
It excoriates space weaponry in much the same tone as does Pimen (ity'
is possible that Pimen was one of those involved in the drafting of
the document). But the existence of the Vatican statement makes the
whole causal chain ascribed to Pimen's unique knowledge and concernl
over beam weapons entirely contrived. The achievement of strategic  ix-
defense has been a fear of the Soviet military for 20 years; it has::
been a major worry (if not the increasingly dominant fear) of the-gwﬂ
arms-controllers and their church-related associates for at leaet“ﬁiu
the past five years. Pimen was involved in that debate both as a | ;;
participant and pol1cy-maker, but to use that at the "crucial
experimental evidence" requires an extremely self-serving recountingj
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The hypothesis of a significant change in Soviet policy over
the recent period in the direction of an imperial policy matrix
based on the conception of a “Third and Final Rome"™ is so patently :
and obviously incorrect that the organization's espousal of it aays“
more about the organization than about the Soviet Union.
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At the point that the Third Rome Hypothesis was first posed (1n,
Lyn's Holy Cow memo), the reaction of the intelligence staff and
executive was not only to "document® the hypothesis, as quickly as
possible rewrite both the history of the world and of the
organization to be "coherent” with this hypothesis. This was not a '
process of reconceptualization, and at no point was there the pood
slightest chance that the hypothesis would actually be tested -- the
job of the organization was to prove 3% (its truth was never in
question).
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Several aspects of the organization's psychological profile are
especially starkly illuminated by this process:

1) The lack of a serious policy deliberation process in the
organization. Policy tends to be set on the basis of anecdotal
information (especially if that information comes with the
imprimatur of being covert or from a covert source) without clear
analysis before policy adoption. Because of a fear of criticizing :
Lyn, Lyn's most tentative hypotheses become automatically verified |
by information gathered more to justify an approved thesis than to
provide actual analytical capabilities. I

1

2) The tendency for policy to be set with an eye to the impact. 1'@

of that policy on important, influential, or powerful forces. The | ' .

result is opportunism justified by appeals to the political realism, .. 3;

the fact that these forces are "in our political universe,” or _! i

desire for manipulation of a stupid and immoral population. The faci'r
that this tendency is vastly accentuated by the offer from a ,.gﬁq

powerful source of "influence"” (not influence itself, merely the ™

offer of influence) makes Lyn's characterization of this tendency as-

“prostitution” clinically accurate. :

1

i
3) A sense of frustration on Lyn's part framed by his j

increasing concern over his age and the lack of public: 1oi

acknowledgement of his role in world history. The result has been a ﬁal

sense Of desperation in our relations with the Reagan administtatiqn1

in which our perception of how they perceive us becomes more and
more important in shaping our own policy. The sight of Lyn, in

through a covert (or apparently covert) source is a aerlous«

]

i
several high-level meetings with NSC staff members, literally _1“?}ff
begging for access to NSC and White House officials is a tragic ::: A?
example of this. L .;ﬂ?
: e
This profile leads to corresponding vulnerabilities: our rgga
susceptibility to any . information presented in clandestine form %;@
i
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vulnerability. The amount of garbage we have retailed because it
came from “down the way” is quite remarkable, and our systematic.;.

unwillingness to critically examine this infornation has left us.
over and over again open to manipulation.
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This is compounded by the reaction of the organization when R

confronted with the "offer"” of influence. The result of offers like:!
this, has been, time and time again, that the offering institution
enters "our political universe," and we begin to pander to this o
institution, to propitiate’ it, to protect it from epistomological ~ |
confrontation. Our still-regretted daliance with Spotlight magazine '
is perhaps the most striking instance of this "political realism,"”
as a cover for obscene opportunism.
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These weaknesses of the organization have led to our present
situation: we are being led around by the nose by our perception of : '
what the Reagan Administration wants us to do and say. At the point, . -
nine months ago, that Reagan adopted an approximation of our policy, ' -
our NSC/CIA/DIA "connections" acquired a powerful hold over us. We
now began to bend our polemics, public statements, intelligence
tasks, and terms of reference to suit our newly acquired clients.

The extent to which they took advantage of this pliability is
unclear, but whether they ran an operation against us, or merely let:
us run the operation agalnst ourselves, is not critical. The results
are the sanme.

All this would be disturbing enough if it affected only the
internal life of the organization, but it has also had the objective ..
effect of worsening the danger of war. While we should have been .gi
campaigning for beam weapons as the essential element of American ! °
defense, we have instead proposed increased offensive weaponry along-
with beam weapons to defeat the Russian menace. When we should have- '
been continuing our unique role as the spokesman and organizer of ai .
sane relationship between the superpowers based on mutual interest,LQ
we have become the advocates of a massive in-width military build-up™:
in the U.S. and the mgst rabid, Red-Scare. When we should have beean ;
devoting our energies, to th94¢0nsttuction of a new world economic:
order of sovereign states, we have been justifying a U.S. invasion

into Ibero-America and the creation of an American "strategic
reserve."
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As 1 stressed at the conference, the result of misreading the

causes of the current crisis has been to exacerbate that crisis in
three respects;

1) The proposgl of a U.S. military policy which uses the most:
dangerous aspects of deterrence "theory" in an attempt to threaten..
the Soviet Union. Based on the Third Rome Hypothesis, we have g
mistakenly concluded that the Soviet Union is bent on a near-terh B
showdown with the U.S. To respond to this insane policy of the ﬁ !
Soviets, we go on to propose accelerated deployment of the worst of !
the offensive weapons (like the Pershings and the MX), in hopes of ' ;
intimidating the Soviet Union. We have even adopted the most oxtremej
of the MAD strateg1sts ideas of a psychologlcal chicken game to . ‘tn
“"convince the Soviets we are serious" and of Doomsday weapons (11ke»4ﬂ;
Lyn's cobalt bombs with fans). . =

[
<
e

%



-\ . ' ' ™ aome Hypoth.ll.. PIQO" 1, i" %

<

- e s gy

The organization has proposed an intensification of the now
obsolete offense-dominated strategy.The result would be a military
situation in which the U.S. had decreased security. The world is in
an exceedingly dangerous situation; the crisis caused by 15 years of
sabotage and treason in the U.S. is coming home; the U.S. must
rapidly rebuild its ability to function as a superpower. However,
and this is the tragedy, because of the Third Rome Hypothesis, the i

military policy proposed now by the organization perpetuates the
deterrence/MAD strategy that has undermined the country.

2) The distortion of the beam weapon policy from a i
war-avoidance policy into a weapon for fighting the Soviet Union. R
Such a beam weapon policy turns beam weapons into a first-strike b
weapon and results in their destabilizing the current situation. As .
we have stated over and over again, the development and deployment .
of beam weapons is in the interest of both superpowers. However, o
with the advent of the Third Rome Hypothesis, we have denied the 4
right of the Soviet Union to exist (i1 its present form). We have '
stated that it is an "outlaw," "Nazi" state. : ’

In this context of the most rabid, anti-Soviet hysteria, beam
weapons have become totally subsidiary to our analysis of the i
imminent Soviet confrontation with the U.S. and are no longer the :
basis of a war-avoidance strategy. The fact that Lyn hardly
mentioned beam weapons in the January television address is
indicative of this shift. At the present point, we are proposing
beam weapons (or at least, their first generation versions) as one
of the main components of a system for fighting the Soviet Union.

It is exactly in the context of a belief that the Soviet Union.
is a Nazi state bent on world domination that the use of beanm -
weapons as part of a first-strike becomes entirely realistic. While.i;
the organization has not proposed a first-strike against the Soviet:[(i:
Union, all the prerequisites are at hand to justify such a policy,. i
except for the technologies to limit damage to the U.S. At the pOint{
that those become available, then what is a Soviet military
strateglst to conclude about this "policy matrix"? , 1

‘vl
3) An attempt to polarize all international politics into a
question of relations between the superpowers. The result is a
Kissingerian picture of the world, divided into geopolitical spheres
subservient to one or another of the superpowers, in which national
sovreignty is nonexistent.
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We have posed the gquestions of world development in distinctly1
geopolitical terms. Lyn's interview with the Bangkok press, for e
example, stresses the importance of the Mekong River project because
it allows the U.S. to outflank the Soviet influence in Southeast :
Asia and prevent Vietnam from becoming a Soviet client-state. In the
NDPC policy statement on Ibero-America and Operation Juarez, the

strategic importance of the debt question is posed in terms of the

strength of the West in the coming confrontation with the Soviet
Union.
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